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ABSTRACT ■ :. " ■ . 

A consensus has pr'e vailed among 
Americans of verying ethnic, social, cultural, 
backgrounds who must communicate with each othe, 
and occupational situations might achieve a gre 
if the dialect of. the English mutuaily spoken a 
mannerisms usfed were, standardized • Standard Ehg 
set.. a .norm for. the general' "language" character 
■ Standard Eiiglish .implies - a' ^person's "linguistic 
'Nationai'-*S£5eeGh e6ia^^ Learning System w 

Univfejr.sit-y df . ITarw,aii"",t^o enable students^ with . Pi 
fflbfe: ef fect ive in Standard English. The" strateg 
reliability and validity and emerged into a six 
professor and student tutoring- .Ov^r S', 000 stud 
the project, and some miqdif ication of noiistanda 
achieved.. (DS) / ^ 
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National Spe<?ch-Communication. " no ^'^''^^ uuy..ANT(,, 

Paul Hembei'g ^ 

Pa ul He inberg uNor^^ Ao^^iLMtNis v/itm nationIi 

. . ' ' • • 'iiiTUTE Of ■^nuc.AT(Of,' Kumntp^ nip^ii 

- • ''^u^'ipN auTsior UH: umc sv-;te-m 

' • . . • • • . ' • . ^j;;^^J^ F.f;;^M,ssiON Of imp (OPYHIGHK 

National Speech-Communication as a ^ehavior ' . 

Nationa 1 speech-communication occurs when pe^pns with dilierent 

local speech-communicf tion characteristics .must communicate in social,, 

f .... . . 

acg.deiriic and vocational situations in which specific, outcomes ol-; their 

communications are usually required, ^ Nat iona 1 .spee'ch-conimunicat ion 

diflers from Standard English, a term mCire' 'generalj,y employed, in that . 

Standard English re'fers. to general languacre characteristics.^of a large 

population of communicators; national speech-communication refers to . . 

behavioral contingencies in the process of interaction between specific 

persons in specific types of situations .EJtandard Englisfi is considered 

to be the dialect- many speakers -command ; to the extent that national ( 

- " ? ■ ■ " ' ■ ■ :■■ ■ ■ ' ' ' " ■ • ' . , 

speech-communica hion refers., to d ralects / it includes a large plurality, of 

' ■ * • ' ... ^ 

. dialects^ that are more dependent upon; characteristic^ of the communication 
situations, than upon characteristics of the communicators. Moreover^^a 
pers.on.-s relative command of standard English is* an assessment bf his 

linquistic competence ; ^a persOn^s relative ability lin,nationai speech- ...^ 

'''**■'■' ; ' ■ ■ * ' " '■ ^ 

communication is an assessment, of his performance in various types of % 

' - • ■ ' ' / ■ ' ' - ■ . ■ ■ ' " • . . • 

specific situations'. Standard EnglishxreferS to one.^s cognitive know^le(3ge 

of rules of performance; national spe^ch-bpmmunicati.Qn refers to one ^s 

behaviors 5 regardless of . the degree of his co^itive knowledge 'of any 

rules he may adhere. to in his performance. And the assessment of degree 

of command of Standard English usually involves a paper-and pencil te^st 

of language in which the- time allowed for each responseOis. usually not 
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colli I'oj.l ed . /rests., fjl. .C(:»)iijjetencc in' Standard English, therefore, tend to 
••l!)e belrter pi ed i cturs - uf scriba L (vv-ritten), cummunica tion behaviors than 
ql speT?cli-L:ainmunic:Lition biylia v i oi's . ' When the time al.Lowed_for each re- 
sponse is mure L^untr'u I. Jed , tiie assessment more accui-ateiy predicts 
speeoli-cominunivjuL'.ion beliaviors ajid I es,a 'accurately predicts scribal com- 
munication Jjeliaviors. / ... 

Modi [.icat ion .oi" National Speech-Communication Behaviors 

■ ~~ ■ ■ . J; ■ 

•Programs to teaoh Standard English, Like pr^bgi^ms to teach any Language 

have been developed lor decades, but the liistory of their elfect iveness in 

« 

onabJ.ing persons to utilize vyhat they have learned- in real-time speech- 
communication s;il:uations is seldojii assessed. ,g.nd', -if assessed, the results 
are discoura'gilig. Programs to modily ' spc-ech-communicalt ion behaviors , on 
the other hand , have only, viery 'recently begu$i to be developed, and fewv' 
reports of their effectiveness are available . ' The University of Hawaii 
and its Department - of Speech-Comniunicatioh have pioneered in the area of 
modifying. . speech-conununicatdon'^behaviors , and* in 1955 a Speech^-Communi- \ 
cation . Center (S-CC) was established to engag^ in research, researcher 
■ training and program development to. .enable students at all levels from 
,kinde3?garten. through graduate school to become /more -effective in national 



speechrcommunicat ion, . Seve^ral. interim reports of ^ the Center/ s progress . 
in achieving that end have bqen published. However, now that the Center! 
system is ope'rational and is being -innovated elsewhere, this will con- 
st iiute a final repart--an intellectual history--of the development of ' 
the University of Hawaii's Speech -Communication Center System, Much of 
the decisipn-making resulted from countless liou'rs' of communication between. 
L. S, Harms and the author, both of whom are skilled devil's advocateis. 
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Tliat dyadV, sustained ior four years is truly tlie author of the System. 
This reporV, therefore, reprt^sents (lie deliberations (jI tlint dyad and 
the (jonsequeWjes of eaph^:F''tTs decisions :tlie editorial, ''we'' as used 
Iierein is. not a uT^re convention-. 

Project Goafs 

Tlie first problem in developing the Center System was to identify^ 
-the problem. Problems were viewed as residing in two areas :' criterion 
reliability and , criterion validity. - ' ^ 

(J.) Criterion Re Liability ' * j . ' 

The criterion situation, in which speech-communication would b(^ as- 
sessed had been rather firmly established. Ori'e or more professors wdul.d 
interview students and, on the basis of their performances as intervievNfees , 
.would select or exempt each student from training. . 

When three raters served , together , and, rated on a 1-7 scale, se~ 
lecjrion for training had. been a sum of 10 or less. The scale extremes 
were defined as (1) very Inadequate and (7) very adequate in '^degree of. 
command of a generally acceptable and intelligible form of spoken English," 
It-was decided not to modify this criterion initially so that, when and 



if desired behavioral (Changes were induced, there would be no charge tliat 
the criterion had not been met. However, the reliability of the cri- 
terion- situation did need to be assessed, and its validity needed to be 
questioned , 

To check tor reliability , various groups ol three raters were em- 
ployed, Eacii rater served on various ocpasions with different .raters^ 
so -that the. usual methods of assessing reliability, if employed, would 
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have to be limlluU to a s.i.nii^ I c . rat in.H .scysion. To avo.i.:.! est iniatos bascnl 
oil such low N'y, Llie ral'iji^!,s oi each lalei^ v-ere Dorrelated wlLh the 
sLiiii of j.liosL' Lvs'o raters' 3'atiny;s t"hat served vvi.th li.uii at var xousv l-ifnes . 
As can be seen in Table I, 2 oi the raters wei^e iound to be unreli.abie, 

TO 

iirid ihey were excluded froni serving as raters subsequently. 

Over the next thi'oe years various student researcli projects dis- 
covered most of tlie factors which attenuate tliese ratings. for sevex^al 
semesters one of the tliree raters sat in the interview room and played 
prerecorded questions to eacii interviewee while each of the olher tvvMj 
raters observed from a different room througli Iwo-way mirrors and listened 
to the interview over a high-f idef ity sovuid system, and this isolauion 
permitted even more' controJ. led investigation of refiabiLity. ft \vas i ound 
by Uyehara^ that Caucasian raters who had fived in Hav\?aii foi' at least 
eight years did not differ signif icant f y from raters who KLved there for 
lone year of fess in rating inte Lf igibility but the oider residents rated 
the ef f ectivensss of the fess inteiligibie significantly ioiver. Yosliino 
found that, of the rater-ratee sex combinations, femafe raters rated 
males significantly lower than did male raters, Len~^ found that raters 

v\^ho...sit in a highly isolated and darkened room rated significantly lower 

6 

than do raters sitting vis-a-vis with ratees, and Marshall found an • 
ordinal position effect or fatigue factor in that the last ratee in a 
large group tends to be rated lower. Most of the obvious differences 
between raters (age, race , -academic rank, and sex) did not yield signif i- 
cantJy difierent ratings. 

(3) Criterion Validity 

In a study by Crane^ two-minute audio samples of portions oj the 
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Correlations oi Raters' Katlngs \\'itli the Sam oj. tlir? 
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••■eyc].ud.ed .from ratin<u;r subsequently 
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j.ivlepvlG.nvs n\ 'MO stiicluiUs wlm'l' seletilrt?!! La represent a normal, clistr.i.- 
but.ii>ri ol ratings, ajul these v,ere snbmit L'od to lour other groups ul 
six raters: protessurs in areas rel.atecl t(^ speecli-eonunLiuioal i.ou , hi;j,h 
sehuoi teachers ol speech , li j.gii7 l.eve i. educationa L adinin ist I'al ur\s arul 
eoJ?p(H.'al' iun exeeutJves engaged in personnel, einp loyment ami training. As 
sliov'^n iiJ Table II, Ldu.- agreement among Lhe groups vv'as generally IrLgh, 
and with the Evaluation Board ci'iterion \s'ere..03 to . (S L . The I'e l.Lah.i 1 i ('V 
oj lhe ioai^ groups, using tlie severe Ebel test^^ of homogeneity among 
raters to heterogeneity among ratees, v;ere ail sat i siactoi'y . Although 
correlative vatiditiy is but one type oi validity, more than two years 
were to pass betore it was discovered troin the outcomes ol the Centei' 
System that the speech-communication behaviors of persons as interviewees 
is not significant I y correlated with tlie.lr speech-communication behaviors 
in other types of situat rbn-s . This finding has been theoretically de- 
scribed in '^A Beiiavioral Taxonomy of Dyads and the way- in which it v\'as 
discovered vv'ill be discussed subsequently. 

Selection of a General. Methodology for. Modifyang Speech-Communication 
Beiiaviors 

Although reliability and validity were critical for determining 
whether or not and when behavioraf changes occur, the problem area ol 
greatest concern was th6 selection., of a general strategy for inducing 
change. Some characteristics of that general strategy were obvious. 
Modern psychological learning theory principles 4\fhich the developers had 
fouJid to be so successful in modifying sp^'ech-communication behaviors in 
other situations'^^ VN?ouj.d certainly be employed. These were: 
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Tablcj II 



Correlations Among Vcir:ioLis Groups 
111 Kat 2 -M.Lnut e Audio Samp Los 

u L' ljvt':L-'i'v'.Lows (Crajie study) 



PiU' professors in oducation, English, child 
doveJ-opiT.o'nt and speech path. 

BUS - ooi'porat Ion personnel ingr^'. 

ADM - puJ^iIc school adjiilnlstratoi's 

TCH ^- higli school speeeli t eachers 

CRI - crlterj.on ol surn ol ratings by 3 

speech -cominuiilcat ion lacul fy members 
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^•Eta was used. as a measure of relationship wherever 
the dp^stribution of points was signif|lcantly 
curvilinear. ' , 



(L) a structur.injj; .oi"' L-he QuvivomiQiit to -elicit large quanta Lies 
ol 'behaviors o{ the type need.i.ny to- be i^ejnf oi/ced and' isolated enough 
for tiie learner's search behavior to be nuii-randofii in teriiiL of which ' 
variable he attempts t.o juodiJy-: ■ ' " ■ . ■ • • 

(2) reinlorcement wAth mere not ii. ication of success with "tun IIM" 
and success-not -yet with "IIM urn'' rattier tjian .w ifh ^xpJ.anat ions , since - 
explanations not only de-Lay' Learning by reducing tne time available loi» 
the learner to behave but tend to provoke a degree of cognitive awareness 
that is not; a requisile of behavioral change^ 'V and ' tliat couLd decrease the 
J.ikeiihbod of ciiange. - 

However, two-,basic and highly . interrelated issues had to be reso.Lved 
before any general methodology utilizing these tv^-o practices couLd be 
selected. One vv^^as the question of whether the focus would be on inter- 
ference (ability to discririiinate.- acceptable' from' unacceptable phenomena) 
or on facilitat^j.ori - (ability to perform vvithout an ability to account for 
it accul^ate Lyj . Another was the question of the extent to which compe- 
tence- (ability to state liow to perf(jrm) was a prerequisite -for criterion 
performance and, if -v^'as not a prerequisite, to wliat extent Was . competence 
desired before during or after the acquisition of criterion performance, 
. A vast amount of iiteratui^e defines any problem of lang^uage acqiii- . 
•sition or language change in terffis of (1) the target language Vs charac- 
ter istics 3 •(2) differences betwe<?n the target population's, language -^z 
characteristics and the target 1 an^iiage ^s characteristics, and (3)- ' ■ 
.development of a •training program to- enable the'target population to .- 
)<nov\' which of its Langauge characteristics are not those of the target 
language, and to l6arn how to produce those characteristics Of the target 
language . -'-^ - _ • - . . • . 
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t'nvcMH.'iHJs.s ill [In: U.'>irn(.M.' (.1 iti L . h i I i. (" Mi. j I un" • ui I l'SS I [um ndct [uci U; . 

t"«> <.'! ii'il ;j vc icl;iiii bLOiavJ oi's' rnliicM' 1 hdii mimcI i i l ui\ buiKi v i m /\s . HeiicL', 

iiovv I ;iii;j,iiiJ;j,u bi.'liii v.i oi's iLMiu in br u i M j 1 1 i. j.H.'t j , il ,i I ] , iil n \vvv\ o! 

\)V()\ i(.Muiii:y l"bul s.i}^i;ils iiuu-bal ■ i I iiu i i t y lo <)^b(.'i\s . 

1. 1 suLMiiLM.! I u i.iy I b(.M.'c 1 oi;f . thai Lbu tlus i ixaJ ljubav ij.jrci I chniigus 
vvoubi hciv; Ln bu tjllucL.ud witb inin.i.iiial i I. ivc auri i^eriess Ihal' i.'ban^^u 

sliui.iUi ucciii', \\{\s Oi:cuv.v'\n'^ ov had ru^cuiMujcl , An uiipub L ished study !jy 
AiKiinL and Miujekafa ^ on lliu Center SysLcMU .Ln I.yhij showed that, 1 bluduiiLs 
\'.1k) had a i I'uady t/uauhud or uxceoded bc?ha v'j.cn'a t i.n\i.tLM'.La and tor t hoise 
still, in t i:a .) niiuj; , Hi is :j;oal vvas aclii.eved. And this is in spile ui L'he 
iaot that nearly' al!. ti'a.Liiees and Joriiier Lrai.nees concurred wiLh tlieii^ 
evaJuat i.ons by adinitt Ln^.^ tlici-r need lor Lraininjj; . 

Frofii th.Ls decision to seek perJ orniance without conipetence, sex^Cral 
l^ol.icies natura.L.ly fol. tow: . . • 

(1) No criterion can be deiined in tex'ins oi the characteristics oJ 

bel)aviors; ail. must deJ ined i.n terms (,1 consequents of befiavior: . 

\ . 
(c!) No iXMJi i (n'ccmen i" nj tiny behaVio.r can /'cveal any t n-J|orriat i oii 

about— t-he- behavior be.in^^i'einiorced other than Lhat i.L' xvas^o'f \\^as not" at 

criter i on: • _ _ ^ ' 

(3) No Learner at any Lime is to be given any ' exp ! anation oi; iidw lie ' 

says anything oi' how he sliould say aiiyt hiiifj; , ' ^ '• 

•'It was decided tliat Llie environment \v0uJ,d be structured to e Licit 

beliaviors oi tbie type ttiat^ needed to be reinlorced by presenting each 

learner vvith tasks iT:?quLr L]ig him to engage in speech-oominunicat i on under 
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i.!apei iiU y pi'u;j;r(ur\iucHl ciondrt" :Lt<us \ov ♦tluisc (asks to be (.mjihj} I eel , and 
that. 1 lu,' tasks would 1:)L' oI such a naluj^o lliat oii.l.y In' Sti't isiiicti^^y 
not. Luna 1 spe(,n.di -uuiiiiiuiii u:at: J on heliav Lor con lx! Liu? as s J yu/d L asks bt* U(jni- 
])l..edod/ had oljscrvcjLl .in pi.*ev[uus i\svs ol this s ("rat:L'.<t,';y that a tasiv 

ass.hj^iinent is v.U'V^ud by luariujrs as recju i.i'iiijj, I .LtiK-; i or ooiii]")lf{ ion, and 
Lack ul" c(.){tipj..er i-on at ^iuy ^:i.vt'n Iawq is .iivterprelCMl Ijy eaedi l-ear^M^r as 
Indicative o:l: t he task \s d.j.liiuul.ty i.'athuJ.' Lliaji as indicative ui ( he 
Leaiuicr^s own inadequacy, so lon^^ as the lt.'ai.M)eJ' pertjei'ves tiial he l^^i. I 1 
event:ua.LJ y. eoiiipl.ete the assij^^ied lask. 

The si;j;i-iais oi success and success-not -yet sh.ou e interpreted, 
then, as si^ials oi routes not lo inLiuw hi pilot: in^^; through the ina/.e 
tovs/ards task coinpLetiuii rather than as siy;iial_s personal inadeciuacy or 
failures, Ldie precise nature oi the 'error. Tlie iact is that, in more 
tlian 2,000 persons who ha ve 'coii'.pieted .;t:raiirui<j, . not one person has evei* 
expressed resentnient to training supervisors/or was observed to express 
resentment, or was reported to have expressed resentment about receiving 
such a sigiial, and most iearners at some stage of training, usually very 
early, receive at least and as inany as '2.2 sucli negative sig;nal.s in a 
row , • • ^ 

Selection of .the Re i nlorcer 

The ..decision of v\?ho sliould render tliese evaluations of Learner per- 
formance was." Ute most difficult one to make. Some alternative to 
individual therapy by professors was necjessitat ed by the fact tliat , if 
any sizeable nuiViber of trainees were to have their behaviors monitored, 
there vv^ere simply not enough professionaf man-liours available and, even 
if they were obtainab.J.e , there was .l.itt le-\LikeJ.ihood that professionals 



vvijiijd luJiy I'o.loratc an a.ss.i</;ni'u-'nl: s<.) clovoicl iiilc* M lhM na 1 ^^^lia 1 I l'Ti..'/* . 
Ther(.' was ;'. ^mjuvJa* L i i mi MkiI: we ^.'Liuici .striu;! iii'o 'I'hi.' . t ^ioi\s sncii t lin ( , ; 

aiKl suj)ei.H)i'd iiial u , hwV thci^o v.'as al^^o Llicj tHMi\\I ^: i J-i m that udX ni i •! iJii- 

iial i.ona! .sjJc.'LH.Mi-ci.'Hiiiiaii.i.eal i i.ni uiMurs' \v 1 r,i=^hi^ ' t" luj I dyaii ia^ ' i-imi;h > i 
l^QL'V i.;.')jj)j}]LU/.u:aL" Loij.s do uijcLir' and ai;e';liiip^.)i't;^)iil ^ - ln.it ' wcj wurl' lud v-oiiwi .:r i 
tltal we O'JLi l.d enable pi'ol ess,Oi.\s lo Lnt ei'ae 1' wil'-h islndenls as llu.'ir iham:- 
e ve n i [ s 0 e e e s s 1. 1 1 1 < :ji i ip 1. e !: .i. o n ( j J t he [■ a s w .s 1 1 n J,re lI i. 1 . .Anil, s i m e ( • '.v ( • 
vv'ere engaged in iiiOLli f y Lnj^' speeefi-eoiniiKJjiIea lioij ral lier' i;haii I ajiy,na;.M.' , 
Lh? LisuM.W a;coiiipuLer as a dyad.ie pai't"iier ioi* eacli ieat^nee was hnin 
cost Ly and exce.ssj.vely ur.reaL, Moreover, t.'uirputers are^M/ei'v pofjr aJ- 
pattej']! reeognit'iun eofnpai'ed wllli any hunian. One exaiiii) I..e o t 1 11 is is il 
vast' aiid disappoiivi:'iii|j;' research in mere spoken digiL^ rec.;aju!;n.U' ujn . ^ ' Tlu 
sol.ntion, ilien, was some sort oi peer, in training or not in iraini.n:..^, . 
to participate v^^i.Ldl each trainee on the coiiutianicat ion laslxs. 

The nse oi ma jors -in speech-coniinunicatian as a clieap lanoi' sou roe 
was one alternative. It was decided, however, to i.ise othei' trainees 
"rat her Lhaii , tor exainpLe , undergraduate majors in speech-cnininuni.sil-. i.un , 
both to avoid any teridency to introduce an e'avesdroppei' ei Lect and 
enable each 1 earner to give as v;eJ.t as. tfj- receive ei'rar signals. Th(? 
eavesdropper effect Is the evaluation- of a'^tjource's cominantcat j on by 
soneone other tlian the source's intended * receivei:- . The^Jact. Lhat , ioL' 
exainpJe , critics earn l:j"ieir '1 iveiiliood by doing this, or tliat \Je find 
noticing silly in oui' scuMcty about English teacliers teaching students 
how they should react lo a piece oi iiteratiire which was never intended^ 
by its author to be I'ead by tliat teacher or those students, or tliat / 
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pub Lic sp(^nikin^r teacJii-n's grade sl:ud(?iits' speeclies lhat .-aj::e addrosHod , 
lib 1 y , lu lliL' i.r 1. l.o\s/ -s t: udunt s , more l y indicates tlia t the 
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pracM.-i-ce .Lw scjcialiy aeecptabl.e ra I iiei.' than tliat .it is personalty ac- 

cepted. li is not unusual to l.ind Langua^^e prcjfessiona Ls who d.i sapp t/ove 

ui ])ei'sons uohvorsing with, l.oe^i. speech-eoiuiiiun i oat iuu beliaviors t liey 

,shai'e .in ooininoa. In an eaid. ier ilay th,e reason given ior^suoli I'oproifj uas 

that J:;,beir speecli w^as vulgar: loday the iw.'ason given is the beLiel that 

'^pi?actice ftiakes perfect J' and speaking a dialect reoidivisticai l.y redu.oes 

\ / 

one^s aljiJ ity to speak -tlK- Standard Longuo. Even if one v\/ere agnori:.ut 

... {3 

of /the psychoiogical research refuting -^the principle of learning by 
repetition, or if one insisted tiiat language is a set ofi cognitiohs tliat 
can be forgotten rather than a ,'Set of beliaviors that rnerely lose toni,city 
through disuse, one could vv?ell ask, if ^'ither practu-se . or interference 
principles pperate, why is .it tliat a person \s/ho speaks five languages is 
more likelyj'to learn to speak, another with less effort and more effectively 
than one wlio lias learned only one language other than liis native one,. 

To avoid any tendency for a learner to assume that his local spec^'ch- 
comiiiunication was being disapproved rathet than tliat it was iiiereJ.y in 
appropriate for tiie tasks he vs/ould per'f^orm, it was decided to exclude| 
the population of potential- disapprovers -rather than to trust our training 
of them not to manifest an eavesdropper effect. It was decided, there- 
fore, that eveaiu'ations of .Learners^ perf(jrmancc would be rendered by 
persons wtio were also learners in the system. 

0 

Relation of evaluation to training 

Once evaluators^ ratings liad been accepted as the select-exempt 
criterion until a more vala.d or less costly procedure could be devised. 



lliL'-iiiost ijiipurfinil., ^}lK^sL inn -uoncern ' n;.; L:lio sci ucf ion-GxciupL ion ]}P'.)i'oss 
was t he extciit I r> wii ich i. [■ sIk.HiUI l.)e iiit c\^rnLc'(l \\ itli oi' scpai'i.i L ccl ij'om 
iJi'Liujl I j"a i ii.i.n,ti; . Thu clcH.'is.ioii wns It* ma.LntaJ.i|} c(.)iiip Lu fcj st'pa {; i on at all 
I M >s I. H 1 f u ' I h i;o e f -c a s on s ; (!) t" he r a L' c: ns s\\ ou I lI i u id e i i n ) o i rc lunn L: :n u • e s 
be Janii. l .iiir c^nnn^j,!'! \\ H ' I lie Ls *i i v^'hatc'vui^ 1 ra ining was jjrov i iknl Mial 
Lliey (end to sc'IlmM; (iH;)sc I I'a iiiucs who uco '? ma^l in need ol 
ach i.Ln'injj, Lhosc ^j,oa I s : {i!) thu lIcv^lM opei'S oj Mil' t ra iji.iiig [jrogramb .sinu'ld 
have j)o a]>ility to i.iilliieuce ral,in;j;s by LlmuMivj; ['o select, in ton!" iona M y 
Ol' an inl-ent lona 1 I y . lhu.se -pursons .1 uv l.vDiniiVfi, \vbo might lend |-o bcncMil 
mosL" ijy the types oi training that had been and were devised: ai.id (3) i.J 
the tr^rinee is i.oreed Into a oncriiitLve av\=Lireneas of tiij; personal inade- 
quaoy as a ■'eoni)jiL)]iieat or , it is most l.i.Uel.y to ooeur during the sel.e(.'lion 
proeess, so tiiat any perception by trainees oi any propinquity between 
training and evaluation, even xjerception oi some duplication oi personnei 
v\iouLd tend to induce eoj:j;nitive awai'eness ol inadequacy during .training. 

Maintenance oi j'.ndepcJidence between the tr'aining proeess and the,^ 
se l.ect i on-exeiiipt,inn process, tiiereiore, W'OuLd rnduce perception oi -.xfT. 
al.liani.je betw-een the training and the trainee such that the goal is- (or 
tlie trainee to strive to beat the ovaLuat-ion system by Learning in the 
system how to "pi'ograiir' later's to exempt him from iurther training. 

This independence v\'ould be niainta Lned by permitting no persons wlio 
^were Jamitiar with the training variables to serve as I'aters, and no 
persons who would serve as raters vvould be given information about the 
nature oi .raining that we provided. 

It vvas realized tater, as tlie system became successful, that pub! i- 
cat.ions we^re , necessary and that such secrecy could not continually be 



n»a,i.iiL-ci.iiied . Foi: this runsnii as \;'cl 1. as oi hc^rs , t'he seai.'ch lor a vaL.icI 
se 1 uc1 -uxoinpl or i.tci.viou oll-ur than hiunans * ratings was .Lntensif lud and, 
uJ.tur Llu'ue ye ai'S . was cvuntiuilly achieved. 

Variablu iduntril icalvicni and >kidiiMcat ion 

The idcJiLii.Leat ion u:l variables related to se l.ect ion-exemption 
tended to <occui' in six stages, each of whicli resatted in a system being 
developed to modify learners' behaviors on tliose variables that wei'e 
identlf i-ed at each oJ. ilie six stages, llenc^e, it is perhaps easiest to 
follov-J the deveLopnient oi identification of variables in cern^s of the 
six systems that vs/ere created . These six systems could be termed: 
(1) the Professor Tutored System for Pidi^/,n Speakers, (2) the Professor 
Evaluated Systeiii for Effectiveness, (3) the Learner Tutored System for 
Effectiveness, and [U) tlu Learner Evaluated System for Intelligibility, 
and Diction, (B) the Learner Managed System for Inl)elligibility and Style, 
and (fj) the [.earner Managed System for Intelligibility, Style, and 
Strategy. ^ 

(1) The Pi'ofe s sor Tutored System for Pidgin Speakers 

Once the decision had been made that behavioral changes would be 
induced by learners completing speech-communication tasks with other 
learners, the two problems created by this decision were how the nature 



of eacli task would be determined and how each learner would be trained 



great enougli to pi'event entirely his adopting habitual avoidance be- 
haviors. And the solution of tlie latter pi»oblem necessitated our 
discoveriiig l:ho^ avoidance behaviors that would tend to be manifest when 
nlternative strategies were exhausted. 



for each task so tliat his availability of strategies would always be 




IL" was decided Liicit the- tasks would be d'etGrin:Lnr»d on the basis ol, 
the variables that were . idciitx tied as needing to be inodiiied. hence, 
LMie provision ot a repertoire of strategies had t:o be postponed until, 
some variables had been discovered wliich could proJuce ratings that were 
significant shiJts towards the criterion oi exemption-.. . 

As mentioned in '^A RefutaoLe Ta[xono y of Dyads," the first varia- 
bJ.es that were selected to be modified were tiiuse supplied by the raters 
as their justifications foi' the fovs; ratings they provided. Tliese wei'e • 
collected from comments the raters, wrote voluntarily on the rating 
forms. Almost all of tliese comments concerned what the Literature de- 
fines as Hawaiian pidgin or Island Dialect. .The most frequently 
cited characteristics \^^ere the "j^idgin intonation'' and certain sound 
substitutions, viz., "shtr'' for "str," "d for voiced "th "t for 

voiceless "th,'' and ''n^'- for '^ng. ^' . • 

16 

Each of a group of professors vs^as trained to have a student who 
was seiected for training converse with him in his office, but at any 
time the professor could say '^Hm urn , and the student vs^ould have to 
repeat what he had just said and would try t'^o say it differently. The 
professor could say 'IIM luh" any number of times to indicate ^'Go back'' 
but, after 'TIM luii" he would eventually say, "urn HM'' to mean ''Go on'^ 
because the repetition was satisfactory. For the first group of M-5 , 
within six liours of such training, manifestations of pidgin character- 
istics were almost non-existent. After the professors gained experience 
and learned how to let tlie student do almpst all of the talking and not 
let the student program' hiiTi. into lecturing, each learner' among the last 
to be trained was trained in two hours or less. After much behavioral 
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sliap.Lng, each person appeured bel'ore a panel, oi' ihi'ee oi these prolcssors 
vsfhi) had spent least time working vv'itli tliat learner, and he vv/as iiUrei.'v.iewed 
in luucli the naine uay that the official Evaluation Board would inLervie\v 
him. Any member, of tli.is Practice could say 'TIM urn" at any time, and tlie 
Learner 'couJ.d be referred for furtlier dyadic work, to another Pi'actice 
EB or on to the official EB . None of the professors on any official. EB 
v\'as a professoi' who had been invoJ.ved in ^training , except in an emergency 
when no other replacement could be found. 

It was a beautiful system, and a total, failure. Abouf 9 in 10 
(41 of M6) were reselected for training. The 1 in 10 vvho were exempted 
could be accounted for solely on the basis of rater unreliability. 
Recordings we."^ made of the actual EB intervievv's , and it wa^ obvious that 
eitiier the learners had been teaching the professors who had trained them 
not • to notice their pidgin, or .that significant pidgin characteristics 
had not yet been identified j or that perception' of pidgin character^ist ics 
was a consequent rather than an antecedent of low ratings. Hence, w^e 
played samples of the ■ recordings to phonetically skilled members of the 
Department v\;ho v\;ere not participating in the training with the I'equest 
to indicate all instances of so-called ''pidgin characteristics,'^ In the 
M6 samples, 7 -.such instances wei j duly noted, and 3 of these- occurred in 
the S students who had been exempted. - This left us v\;ith the indisputable 
nealization that- we had to modify speech-communication behaviors that are 
reliably detected but ^.^ what ever tiiey are ^ experts are unable to specif'.y 
accurately the variables to which they are I'eacting and do tend to agree 
strongly about the variables they specify. 



In sLunniary, then, tliu Prolcssur Tutored Systo?jii foi' Pidgin Speakc-i's: 
inv^jived learners selected i:ov or exempted' from training by 
externa L EB ' s ; 

(2^) employed processors to render , social reinforcement to learners 
who conversed witli ilieni; 

.(3) successf LiLiy modified learners' pidj:^in charact r:.-Stics; 
(M) produced no si^iif leant number oi exemptions by EB \s . 

(2) The Professor EvaJ.uated System for Effectiveness 

Our nex^" surpiise proved to be 'as fortunate as tlie first was un~ 
fortunate?; vv?e assumed that our trainees had simply failed to ^^coine on 
strong. We would treat their prol^lem as one of Ineffectiveness, and 
tlieir abifity to speal< pidgin \vas an irrelevant symptom they possessed 
in common, > . . 

Research-'literature in speech-communication abounds with experiments 
identifying variables concerned with speaking effectiveness,''^ We began 
wVth the 7 variabfes of manner. and bearing (directness or eye contact), 
loudness, voice quality, pitch variety, rate variety, articulation and 
diction (word usage and syntax) , 

The next decision was a crucial one. It was whether the variabJ.es 
affecting effectiveness would be worked on sequentially so that only one 
variable or one new variable had to be modified at any time for success- 
ful task completion or whether they would be worked on simultaneously 
in a speech-communication task in which all of these variables had to be 
highly Varied to effect successf ul task completion. Because there were 
so many variables involved, it was decided that the shaping of so many 
behaviors at once would demand more sustained vigilance than our learners 



v;ou}.d fend to provide. Hence, we decided to work on each variable 
separately. That is. tlie task would be to produce a crite^vion extent oi 
vaL':i.abi I ity on oug vurLabie or one new variable wliil.e engaging in national 
speech-com;nanic:ation . Tlie information t:ontent had to be teclmicaL so as * 
'"O make the use o\: local speech-conimunication unlikely and so tiiat the 
great variabilil-y would be Learned as a characteristic oi national 
speech-coinniunicatiofi . The task, therefore, would be for them to read to 
or converse with a professor in his office.- The professor would annoiuice 
which variable they v\'ere working on, and lie would say 'IIM lun" if he 
wanted repretitvion with more variety, on that particular variable.- Cri- 
terion on any variable wouJ.d be S consecutive minutes in which no 'ILm um^^ 
was said . 

No order in which each variable was to be worked on had been specified. 
The professors coon reported that tney noticed spontaneous modification in- 
the d(!?sired direction on certain variables while others were being worked 
on. They were then asked to tally wThi'^h variables v^?erc modified when 
each was being worked on. "--a , ,. . 

The .results \^^ere that every other variable tended to be modified 
when manner and bearing improved, that greater loudness tended to produce- 
better voice quality, that a better voice quality tended to produce more 
pitch variety, and that ^mo re pitch variety tended to produ'ce more varielry 
in "rate , but the reverse of these relationships was not observed. . Conse- 
quently, a hierarjchy was established and-^ as anticipated, hours of 
^training dramatically decreased. No experiments were, run because the 
number of professors involved (S-S) was too low to make comparisons, 
especially if other, obviously important factors were controlled. -These 
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cv] iK.'jJ.a L.i vu 3H::iji:ro.iH:oniL*]il :i.u a rcnv ant'i tiia! 1 luj riio't.'ua.j-;c;f'l tciisjoji .iii- 
dnOad l)y )"'Oj)Ld :i I. .i(Mis m.^[/;rtr."i rcLnfoiHiC'inojii [ cndc'd i n .i vji'Tc;a.s(? 1 luj 
.1 :( Iv(/! iliCM il; fliai' Lluj In.'liLiv.i.iJi' "lliar.i.s J .ina: 1 I 3' j^ci :m fOj'ucd. jjo^i.i [ .; \'c.' I v ! .1 
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Dain 3.^ct:ordcd l)y cad 1 . jn^oJcsfrioj; duxviii.[.», llu.- 31^/; Ia.'OLl(:^;^: wc.m'o ' 

Vcir/ial/l o l)o;iji[^ \vO].'uL'd oji ^ niiinljui' o\ VcjU'lt-; 11 1 I ai'cd . iia-i n ixj oJ' ca(.'b. 
ru:i.3i.roi.\"K.'riK.^at ]):i.'Ov:id.c.^d 5 and t ype oJ.' avn.-idv'MK'c lu.'SiaxM' cjr ^ .11' aiiy^ l lia.t 
v;a,s oljscrvud . ■■ . . " 

/\)).al y.s.i a of. tlior,a data reveal ed Dial: no nj-cileaaoi' coul r il)\r[-ed to 
tlie tra:in.;i at i-;;i/^r[7 It.f c:a' 1 {".' y fnf):i.'C' u:r tlio.^iL' e>:aiii]:>! ed ,^ bn! tliat tlnisa \-."1jo 
v.'ore SiC'.l ecj:ed ' idr ".1 ui.M luyo tj'a in.i.ji;.;; d id L end to have been tna.'inL'd by oniy 
one or tv-'o ]n.'0.rer;soj;\s v,'liei;ea.s those extJiiij-M ed tojided { o liave beo'ji ti'a:Mu.'d 
hy fiKjre tlian tv;o profossor^.; . Tlie proc:edtiro \va.s tliei.H.'.i ooe ado])l:cd 101^ all 
snliseqnenl trcri vi.ln;;'; Lliat evex'y .leaj:^Jier ivould seliodule h.i in.'.-eJr u-j.th a.[" 
least 1\vO j)i^o fesso f's , ,'ind nol w.ith the: ])i'o:l o.'-;so"j.' oji [v:o c:on.sec.:ii I'.i ve 

oc'casions" . . 
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Miiiiy types o.l n vo LcIuikh/ ljehavi.(.)rs had beuii oons'dered and plu^.iL'ci' 
witii cjjde iGlLurs on tliu data slieels. Tlicse wui'e: i^eai/nei' asky what 
he did wronjL!;, s.i.lLMice ol C(.)ns i.de rab 1 e dnrat.Lon, leai'iier {:ries lu beiiij.iii 
"a Jic'iv sen teuco I'atliLM.' than to say ajj;a.Ln, and perse vei'at. ion , (I'epe I .i.t Inn' 
u-ith no indication change). It was i t.)iind tliat, ol all ol these 
avoidance behaviors, the pattern lol. lowed by practically a' I learnei's was 
perseveration an . i.nord Inate nciiiber ol times (it almost seemed as it it uas 
a contest whetlier tlie prolessor woul.d J inal.l.y i^ei'eht. and say ''um IIM" 
beiore tlie Learner would t^elent and make so/ne. mod ii'icat i on In his majiner' 
of say i.ng what he liad to r'epeat verbatim), and this was usually ioLl.owed 
by silence oF luiusual duration .tallowed by such a great change in the 
direc|"ion oi criteriou that, il it was not Ot criterion, tlie reinJorcer 
was tempted to say ''um UM, This dramatic .rchange alter pei'severat ion Li 
tire change is not a criterion, usually resuJts in the trained reinlurcer 
pausing before sayings 'liM urn.'' Tliis pause doubtlessly signals the 
learner that his siiccess-not-yet is success-almost', because perlormance 
at criterion almost invariably occurs siiortly afteiA\'ard. Perseveration 
was considered to be almost tiie only avoidance behavior that occurred, II 
occurred in almost every learner , and the artiount ol perseveration tended 
to be greater vvith leai^ners who professed their eagerness and need to 
learn. The tendency on subsequent variables was not for .this pattern to 
disappear but for the '^contest to be resolved by the learner ^s ciianging 
with fewer negative reinforcements in a row. 

As each of these learners readied criterion -on the last variable , 
he appeared before a Practice EB consisting of d professors on the S-CC 
staff who had worked with him least often. They were rated on their 



.2 \ - 

.I'iU.i'rv Lews- and , .i I botli i.'atin;j;s wefc nl Miu exempt ievoi (M ui; liij^^liL' r) . 
they were scheduled iuv i\n u)J.iei.ul LiB. if either proje.ss<n' r'ated S er 
less, lie speeiJ .Led Ldie vai'.Lnble on which, in hJs f-pinlon, Jurtlier \\'Ovk 
was needed. II. I'uL' J.n{Li,s wei'e L(jw bnj It was thought Lo be due to some 
variables oiiier than those on \\hj.ch I eariiers were be.Lng trained, he v^'as 
scheduled i (7r ajiotlier Practice EB with 2 jjroiessors in wjuch at any time 
the learner could be negatively reiniorced. The reduction from j ro 2 
pro lessors on Practice EB ' s was an attempt to encourage the stall to 
utilize thcvi : reduced worlx hours with needed S-CC research. 

Thc res .Lts ootaiued by ttie Ei fectiveness System were almost the 
reverse of the previous Pidgin Speakers fiasco. Four to 7 of eaclr group 
of 6 to .10 \\'ho appeared before EB ' s were exempted fi'om further training. 
And they appeared in groups of 10-1 b that were composed 30-50 percent of 
persons who had not been traijied but were being considered for training 
by- a recommendation procedure operating at that time. This, involved all 
freshmen and transfer undergradiiate ' students being screened by a member 
of the Departmental faculty\.,anc] being issued a satisfactory /^clearance" 
or being referred to an EB . . ' 

In sujTimary, then, the Professor Evaluated System for Ef f ectivenei^DS : 

(1) iilvolved learners seJ-ected for or exempted from training by 
external EB^s; 

(2) employed professors to render social reinforcement as learnez^s 
conversing vvith them worked to extend their variability on each .effec- 
tiveness variable; 

(3) employed professors on Practice EB^is' to render social reinforce- 
ment to learners wiio had reached criterion on all ef ie.ctiveness variables 



'fM) L'XL'mpled i)~7 u I • cvu i.'v 1 leaiMicM's wluj had Ijucm sulocteci: 
(')) v.'.-.is uiKibic h) i.'xcniipt t'liu I'rjiiia.Liij Icai'ULM's vi^voii -a I. txn ijoiks i il - 

{ J ) The Learnei; Tul ofud h^ystcm [or ni"J'ucL- J vuness" 

Slkjcuss wahi by jig niuajis ye(: uni.ve'Tsal, but wu luid ind ispiil ab I y 
iduntil ied sr>f]ie oJ i hu vunvlables conlToI \ In^ ii'^e I. cjct ion -exempt i on. 
gi'aiuniiug pldj^in uharaLil crisl .i.cs oiif oJ LhuJr commLini c:at ioji beliavlor's in 
inl"orv rcnvs vv Ll h prc)iosyoi\s had not al.tercd Ldiu l-B raL.iiuj,s. PL'o^j;j;aiiiiiLi]ij-.^ , 
great'L'i^ variety ini.D ti\^.\v voual cfiCLracteiVLSt ics htid alrerud tliose 
rat.LnjJib. It could be ari^ued tdiat: ntodii.Lcat.i.ou pidglu character. LsL'j.es 
is perceived as learnin<^ what beiiaviurs to avoid — a kiiid oi negative 
I earnii-ig--but learning more variety is pos.i.tive learning. This \\/onrd 
assume that tlie proiessui^s re in 1 orcln>!; the learners tended lo tolet.'ate 
any intonationai patterns and pronunciations so long as they vverx' not 
repi'esentat :i ve oi pidgiii chat^acterist ics , or tiiat learners sensed tliat 
such a rule vvas oi^erauiJig. But th:is theory breaks do^^n in practice. 
Learners obviously vvere l^eing positively reiniorced for producing Standard 
Engl-ish intonations and pronunciations. The difference in the two methods 
could easiiy be interpreted n^^t as negative versus pos.i/tive but as a 
difference in positive degree. Foi' example, on the vari.abLe of pitch 
variety the difference was such that, in training for the intonations of 
Standard English, any extent of pitch variety vvas acceptabfe so long as*-' 
it defineated the ac(.'eptab.l e tune. In training fop pitch variety the 
criterion w^as not a decision about whethej^ or nec the sentence had a 
Standard English tune: the criterion was vvhether or not the extent of 
variety in pitch was sufficiently great to cause that person to be 



purceivod by <»Mujrhi us an v I j l c [ J 'v'l .' Hj)L'.aisLM\ in Ifaiiiiiig lor llic \)vn- 
)iuii(.vi. at.i cjiit, ol <S[anilLii'U ilnglisli [lie L'iii);hns is (cjick'tl Im) be on w!ic'lliOi' nf 
1 1 1 rl p 1 'ij ] 1 LLi u: i l1 t I Ol IS u I roi'l a \i\ Vv (,) i\l s cj i 'cj a e e u p t a i • ! (_' , la i I i 'a .i 1 1 .i i ui, I » ) i • 
ai'tJ LHi 1 at i (Jii t bu cnipbas.i.s LuirIl'cI Iu bo 'Mi wbel bi.M* c.' vc?i-'v '.vurcf u'as uas i I y 
.i.iitx'l 1 igLuk."' llu.' ( it'si limu ,i ( \vas beai-'J . 

Tin.' decision, [-berelo^'e, was to ])Ln,'SLic.' tiu:' road towards Lno L'eastnl 
ol i ee livcuess . Avid, i..! v;u bad loarneLl any Ibiii,^^, .11 v.ay Ibal .iaie I ice I J ve - 
iiess was ebarac lor i./.cd Jjy nol liavjiijj, uldier vvay<s, and J I djxbri: fiialt'er 
\vbal parL:.i.cju Lar ivay \".as boiii'j, niaiiiicsl. IM 1 ot - 1 i vojioss was cbarao Lor izcd 
by an abJJ.it y l o iMJfiuiuinioa to bri)!ii a ix-port'olre ^^1 al Lornal'ivos . Tbo 
searcli bad sb.LJtod: Wo vvxto no lun.t^or looking lor* what oui.' popn ! a I ion 
did or oould do: we v.'oro looking Tor what Idiey eouLd not do. 

Tl)o search nari'ovs'od even niore as a rosuti o.f tlie vast and eo I lateral. 
i;escareb ell ort dlrooled lowarti deve l.op:in^_^ a valid rneasnring instrufiieiU 
to predict and iborelore replace EB ].'atlngs. In tlio summer ol HJGG, SS 
tests that had been de\^e Loped tlirougli L*J6S-6b were administered as a 
1.60 minut^ battery to L68 students in the required core course in speecli- 
communication . The results were analyzed in the fall of .1966. Altliough 
these tests yielded no single safislactoi-'y predvctnr of the criterion, 
tlie best combination ol predictors included only rests in wliich tlie lime 
lor responding to each item was controlled by tlic audio tape. On those, 
tests in which the time for the entire test was controlled, but the 
response time per item was under the control of the testee , either with 
or without the use of audio tape^ relaticins .with the criterion were neg- 
ligible. Hence, .the additional 'pxece of information we had obtained in 
searching for variables v;as that the variables being sought would involve 
what our population could not do in real-time and yet probably could do 



i. I a |j;i'L'MlL'r nnuniiii o! [iiiu.' is itiu'.l than in j.i,LMiL' ra I I y j.m^ov i ih.uJ in 

HpUOl,.Ml-LM)l[UlUMl i.r a I 1 ' )M . 

About (lii.H liiiK.', Mai'cli. I ')(i7 , liu.' 1 lU; i I .i (' i cis o| 1 he S-CC wlm'c coiii-- 
jjlelud and ^wnild Im oci.itip i f 'cl . In ant it;.i.pat:.ia.jn n{ (his uvent , piM);j;]\Mins 
had b(.>un wr.iLLun to I'pain I ua I'nt.' pis 'o puidunn as pai/liiL>i\s wlio wnild 
PC l.ui.'uu uau!i oLIiul' undLM' Llie supc j.'vls.i.on t){ a pt'ui uss or . Iw usslmk'c 
Ihuy vvero Ipainud lo pL'ri'orin a rolt^ tluii lu\d previously beur\ tillA.Hl by 
prolcssocs, TliL»scj p.P()[j;rai]is ruJurrcd Lo .Nic.su rolus o) iearriLM^s as 
"S I Lidcnt " aaid '^TuLor," and batlyos were piM,)vidud wli.ioh slndenLs would wuar as 
Ihuy porJoiMiiL'd each role. i'roj cssors vvcrc ''pvtmiyitjd" liiio a now rule y and 
woi'O bad|>^GS labul.led, "Mana^L'r." ManajLTurs ruoor^lu^l the same dal.a as bu hjrL» 
such as va./M*.ab].e vv'orked oji, niDiibcM' oj sujrlcjiCL'S ntture(j [:he naturu oi 
each reinf onceniLMit provided and Ihe Lyj^e o.l avoidance bchavi.ui;, .i 1 " any , . 
that was observed. Uovvever, Lhey were no Lon|j;er Lhe pi.Mniai/y reini(Jrcer. 
A Manager uuuLd ''Overj'idc'' the rc:iniorcernent which Lhe Tutor provided 
but , as these pi"'ogranis were I'cJ Jned to tra'.i.n learners- to d iscriminate 
be l-ovv-criteiM'on 1 r^Jin crrtcrion behay i(jr on each variable, this overriching 
tended to occur only to pi^otl the Tutor .into vvithho Ld.i.n^^ posit ive re- 
i n i o r c emen t f o r b e L ovv - r :L t e r J on - b u t - imp o v e d b e h a v i (jv . The Ma n a r 

annoLuiced which variable they were Lo work on, and cr.itei.\ion periormance 

I 

on that variable was i\ iive minute period in whicl\ neither tlie Tutor rujr 
the Manger said, 'TIM lun. These progi^ojiis to ti'ain Learners to perform 
in tiie two roles i.nvoived learners listening to lectures while they 
completed response Jo2.^ms, Pi^ogram completion i^equired S-8 hours. 

As' these learner^s exited aiter irom 1^1-20 hours of work in the two 
roies, they appeared before the Practice EB of 2 professors who used the 



vari.:ihl(', ^■■i^'iuJ(Jll I o luiMhct' \v[iph; in li i'cj i ii ! mi^m njj; I'rutM ifc , jsi Imm Ju 1 i* 

Liii.'ur(ly lu an I'li l.jy Win JVai'tiuc LI-. \\(?r(; uxuiiiplt'il uii (liuir iii'st tl' - 

appLaraiinu l.)el'.n'C' an LU . aiul aut.ml \1 <){ u\'(.'i'y if' wi.'re uxt-MiijU ud ailtM' i a-. 

I 

jJK'C'Si..' JM bed acld.i- 1 ij )na I t i'aIiiJ.ii,'4\ The L^uiiialji Liifj, 'd ot uvery M) u-uin; nult-il 
L'cj^ va I' Lab I (jis L'liey had uleaidy already niasl:ered and, \vhen M;a[ eiiee(i?d 
IK) clianges sinee 1 hey \ve'*e ah.*c'ady well abuve erileiM.oiu rhe\' v.ere < ' n k.' ! { 
schechiled lur anulher id], anti aiiothet,', and ajiolher vnIilio sliU';;jded I- 
.i(Jent L.ly vaiM' abi.es at I r\Llnil;ab I e Itj llie.i i' .i.'ese 1 eu I i > )3 1 , 

L\] siutiniai'y, llien, Ldie l-/ea].'ner Tulured Syslein 1 ur ' b i J e(j I L vene.ss : 

(1.) involved ieaniet's seleeted J and exOiiUJled i t'oni trainijnj, iry 
exLcrna I. EB 's : - . , 

(<^] ein])loyeU learners tu render sue.La I i'e .u\i'o rceiiient to oLher^ ie^aiiiei'S 
on eacli e 1' 1 ect .1 veness variable ^^eparateiy, as the learner be.Ln;j, rein- 
1 orced rceons.Lln.ited l.eetnres \ vnm Ills ieetnre notes ; 

(:)J employed pjroiessoi-s to supervise and override the trvv o- 1 eaiTUj r 
Interaut i Oils ; 

(M) efuployed proiessors on Praetice EB's to I'ender social rei.nloree- , 
inent to ieai'ners who had reaclu.^d. criter.i.on on g'1.1 e ["lect i veness va r lab 1 c.s : 
(':)) exempted (j-7 oi every 1.0 learners vvho had been selected: 
(C) exempted every remainiiig learner alter nujiierons recyel. in;j, Llu'un^jjh 
Praci-ice £B 's . ' 

(4) The Learner Evaluated System for Inte 1. ].i,a:ibilitv and •Piction 

The proiessors who were members of the S~CC staff were urged lo try {'<> 

ident-ify variables for this reselected sub-popul.at ion during their' Praetice 
EB^s. 



ERIC 
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Once, one o.l tlieso learners was asked L'o j.'eplirase .sijnie1iiiii.u; lie liad ]nsl 

said durin,':^ one such Pract.Lce EB . AL" Llie request , "Woul.d yuii say thai 

same fliliijj; soniu ol'hur .way? the lesponse \vas an anx.Lety- inclucJ Ji,^' delay 

oJ:' lb seconds rol-h.)Wed by iMie reiiionstrat i on ' lliat lie eoiil.d nui say il 

any other way. The same reqi'iesl was !:iade to the next 1 cjiir l.eaniei's, all. 

oi whom were above criterion on thy^ 7 tra.Lnin^j; varit-^bles but were se- 

s 

lecled by EB^s-Tor iirrther training. All ioui' oJ Lhem also conld not 
^perlorm the tasl< in less than 20 seconds and one of them, wlien rephi'asin^ 
was requested, after an extei'ine Ly"* t.on;j; delay produced the. exact same 
sentence again. When this was pointed out to him, he was as inci'edu- 
l.'ous as were the px^ofessors, Ctearty we had Identified a vai'iable or 
G.Luster of variables^ upon which to focus training for these" coiitinua 1 1 y 
i»eseiected Learner^'. ' 

•We termed 6 of the first 7 variabies inte-l:iigibiiitv -- variables , and 
decided to create a new speech-communication task to inctude the varia- 
ble of diction.. The first programs that had b,een written to enaioie 
learners to perform in the t\vo roLes were lengtliy ^ confusing in numerous, 
places, and boring. The confusion was produced by our making cli'anges 
in thexrules of performance and then. not changing every relevant portion 
of the -programs that trained learners for pert ormai^ce . Since a diction 
progr^i had to. be written and expanded , and , since tl^e intelligibility 

/ ■ " • ■ i- • 

program needed r6v.Lsion to exclude diction and to indicate tlie existelgiGe 
od^the new program, and relations between the two, it was decided tJiat 
a major revision would be prepared. ^ 

The technique was adopted of numbering each section in terms of what' 
it referred to. The 1 earner's would be taught the terms. Learner ^s 



llanclbouk (t:ho response I oj/ms usud wj. lIhj Lmdlu l apes) , Cuini^e t eiicu 

FrogniOJns (t hose iiivo I v.Liiy tlie tapes xuuj lieariiej.\s* llanbcjoks) , i^T hn.Mnunee 

Prugrafiis (those .Ln which several I o a i/iie i.'s work lojj;ulhei' on speoiih- 

eo]njnunli:ati-on fasks} , InL-e N .i.jj;.] Ij.i. 1 i (y Pcoj^i^rams / D ii: I i on P u|j;ra.jiis , I he 

rol.es ol Sludcnl and Tutor \\'ere nov\^ ua ; l.efk Sp^'aker ancj I...Ls t enei.' . and 

tile tii.lrd role oi Lvaluator was i.nvenled to replace proiessors w.LiJi • 

I earnei?s on Pracjtice EB " s . 

Tlie decision to rep Lace pro i essors with learnei^s on l^ractice EB's 

was made ior several, rcasojls, Witii liundreds oi persons in l j'ainin^j^ , 

each requiiceU'a Practice EB oi aljoul b jiiinutes oi 'il pi'o I essors ' Lime, 

and e .\ch person who liad been I'ese looted by an EB i^equired i rom LD-'M) 

minutes be tore a reiniorciii!^ hracti.ce EB , and the S-CC stall could noX 

iiLI. these needs euid atso provide proiessors to woiM^ with leajMiers as 

^kanagers, Moreover, use oJ. J.earners on Pract.ice EB's woiitd ,^^ive more 

tinie LO those oL us who would revis^^ progj'ams so that adequate rev.Lsions 

could be prepared. And, most impor taivt.l y , it was believed that one 

good way ior learners to learn how to ''pro^^ram'' pro:t ess(.)rs to exempt 

one ii^om tra^.ning would l^e ior tliem t(j serve Ln the EB professors' role 

in mucti the same way that patients oi a tlierapisl learn tliose behav.Lors 

M) ■ 

expected oi them .lu a ro le-p i uyinij; situations. 

Since we did not kjiuvv^ all oi the variables involved in the expanded 
lac tor of diction, it was decided to adopt the approach opposife to 
tliat used in tlie int e L 1 ig.Lbi Li ty program and to deveLop a task' in which 
ail diction variabJ.es vajuLd be worked on simultaneous Ly, About all we 
know about fiie diction var.ia!)les is that they included the ability to 
asK' (jues t i (j]is 5 to ans\\^er (juesl Lons , and to perlorm such operations as 



yuinniar.i /at I ( )n , c I abni.'u I. »ii and sahslit/itJ on. We cluc.i.dt'cj Mia1', il Nil' 
variables nu)rc chjarly J.dcn ti J i.ccl as v^'g ca I t^s.L I. led the pj;uljlenis 

eiii.'OLUit ei;ed , wl^ eoiii l always wrLte a dityLluii jjri.)gi'ani that invul.ved 
niod.i i.y i.n^ (.-aeh vai.'iable as a tieparaLe spuecli-eonununicatlon tasl\ .lust as 
liac' Ijeen done in (he InLe 1. 1 .ijj,ibi 1 :i.ty Poi'i. orinaiu^c Program. 

Tbe fHj'c pT'OgrajMS in sequence wjre Ore i ntat ii)n . Int e Migibillty 
Competence . inle M ig.i.lj.i. i 1. 1 y Performance , TeiTiiina 1 Competence and Termj na I. 
P(/r i.'oriDaiiee . hi ["he l atter prcjgi'am, each Learner in the rote Speak er 
appearecj l)eJ oj/e dUicv 1 ear/iers .i.n the j.'oLe ot Eval.uators. The 

Speaker vvas t u develop :i I opic loi' at least 2 minutes dui'ing which time 
eitiier Evalnat'o,' could signal him \viL:li 'TIM unP' to say whatever lie liad 
]iisi said in some other way, and a d minute timer wouid be reset. After 

y 

thai, each Evalualor asUed the Speaker questions for 2 minutes, during 
wliich eitiier EvaJuator coul.d ask any question. If any question was 
worded so as tc^ produce lack of conf idence , in the Spealver, eitiier Evalu- 
ator could say 'TfM lUiP' and reset tiie timer. Several negative reinfoj'ce- 
ments coulld be i^endejXHl in a row. Criterion behavior was 2 minutes of 
ta I king-, and 2 minutes oi ciuestioning by each evaluator in which no 
''HM urn'' was sa.Ld . Learnei's who reached criterion went directly to an 
official EB , manned, as always by 3 professors, none of whom was a 
member of the S CC staff. 

20 - - 

These new progriims v^iei'e publisiied in 1968, and Learners began t-o 

exit irom the system. It was foiuid that the same exemption rate was 
i)oing maintained, ai3(iut 6-7 of every 10, but tliat fo^ the first time a 
ineans iiad boon ioviiid to exempt all reselected Learners. They were simply 
recycled tnrougii tiie Practice EB's staffed by prolessors who could now 



(jL'VOle inuru time to each Learner hecause 'the learners, in effect, liad 
talvun ovei^ inos I: ui Llie forniei.' U'urk cJcjne in ft^acf .Lee EB ' s by their 
\';ork)]ig oji cILut ij.M) in L'he J r 'revinjual Pe i.vi ormance Program. Nol only wn^ 
MiDi.'e time available I^m' eacli learner lo perfo'wn before 2 pi^ofessora 
Ijdt' , since lliey nt) longer had l.o v^urk on learners' diction, they could 
noK< vvurk on any viir table they .suspected was. producing I o.v ratings on 
I'li's lor any learnei'. It V'.as. ar) more cost Ly in terms of staff time 
than the previous systejn, and nuvv a.l. i learners \^'ho had been selected 
vvcre being exempted . 

In sununary , then, the Learner Evaluated System for Intel figibiiity 
and Diction: 

(1) involved learners selected for "^ntl exempted ffinn training by 
externa l EB ^ s ; 

{(^) employed learners to rendej" social reinforcement to other 
learners on each intelligibility variable separately, as the learner 
being reinforced reconstituted lectures from his lecture notes; 

(3) employed professors to supei^vise and override the two- learner 
interactions ; ' 

{^\-) employed learners to render social reinforcement to other learners 
on the task 5 Terminal Performance, a form of Practice EB in which the 
learner as Speaker worked on *all variables simultaneously; 

(S) exempted 5-7 of every 10 learners who fiad been selected; 

(G) exempted every remaining learner after niuiierous recyclings through 
Practice EB's. 

(S) The Learner Managed System for Intel lisijibilitv , Style and Strategy 
Although the new system woi'ked , it was extremely costly in terms of 



stall timcf and, fur that reason as weLj. as othors , the situation in 
terms oi professors assigned to the S-CC was becoming .intolerable. A"' 
X:)erson was hired with the understanding, that he w(iuid be in 'cliarge of. 
macrosystcms (i"iow o.t Learners and stail through the system) as Dr. Harms 
was ir. charge o[ microsystems (moment -by-monient learning and contingen- 
cies affecting -it) , but the situation vv/as perhaps beyond amef ioration 
so J-ong as the prof essors performed oniy menial tasks. The professors 
were not challenged by sitting silently and gathering data on students 
who practically never talked to tiiem. And repeated eflorts to interest 
them in research had proved to be almost totally unsuccessful... If they 
were .^researchers , they had their own research interests, and the S-CC 
was not one of them. Moreover, every effort to engage them in prqgrEDii 
writing met with failure because program writing by committee resulted 
in unnecessary verbosity, redundancy and, even \vorse , in contradictions 
that did not appear to be contradictory when read but were confusing to 
the learners. Practice EB ^ s were a mere formal preview of the EB and 
no professor worked with any reselected learner more than once. Hence 
no professor .could de::^ive any personal joy over having ''his" student 
exempted . 

The trend 5 therefore , was obvious; we were going to have to replace 
professors .assigned to the S-CC with Iparners in the last duty left for 
these professors to perform, the role of Evaluator in the Intelligibil- 
ity Performance Program. . 

However 5 the change could easily be viewed as of at least as much 
benefit to the learners as to the professors. Learners were exiting 
with fewer performance hours in communicating with their peers than had 



been required in tlieir communicating with professors. The tendency may 
liave been lor trhein to engage irvnationai rather tiian in local speecli- 
communication because the professor was observing, Dut we had noticed 
numerous instanci^^s of their conversing witli local speech-communication 
behaviors even in front of the professor just as soon y\s the session 
ended and the task no longer \^?as the reconstitution of lectures . from 
lecture notes. Another leason that made us seek the new. role for the 
learners 'as that we had observed a quan-tum change in the ,perf oi'mance 

of each learner between his first performance as Student and his second 

i 

performance, since the second performance meant that he had performed 
as Tutor in the meantime. Either we had to assume that performance as 
Tutor added a dimension to the learning or that somehow learning occur- 
red as they ^'mulled over^' tlieir first performance before reporting for 
their second performance. It was difficult to give credence to the 

notion that behaviors are modified by runination; it was far more likely 

21 

that vicarious learning had occurred. By extension, then, the role 
of a learner who observed dyads while gathering data about the process 
might prove to be an additional opportunity for vicarious learning, 
not only involving learning better how to perform as Speaker and as 
Listener but how national speech-communication functions from an extra- 
systemic point of view. . . , 

In observing the operations of the two programs, intelligibility 
Performance and Terminal Performance, we had made several important 
discoveries.. The Intelligibility Performance Program could break down " 
easily if the learner in the role of Speaker seemed to imply to learners 
in the' roles of Listener and Evaluator that he dared them to say, 'TiM urn' 
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to him.- The two Lcarnors in the reinJ;orcin,tr roles had no incentive in 
thai case, to give success-not-yet^, signals since their progress tovvards 
exemption \^'as not being delayed by that learner's attitude; it was his ' 
IE) minutes to use oi^ misuse, and thei'e was no incentive for them to try- 
to stop his misuse o.l it . This caused some learners to be re selected 
lor that variabi.e on which tolerance of sub-criterion performance had 
occurred., and it vv'as deemed to be an ' ojisat isf actoi'y situation, to aLLovv i 
such an attitude to be q-ohveyed . 

It was discovered that, if the Listener had to repeat verbatim what 
the Speaker had just said with exactJ.y the same modulation on that varia- 
ble the Speaker w-as working towards criterion' on , tlie Listener vv'ould be 
reluctant to repeat what the Evaiuator w^ould not accept" as identical. 
The Listener's frame of reference would be, in" effect, that it is better 
to say 'TIM um" to' someone else than to have 'WI urn" said to you. Moreover 
the Evaiuator ^s task became much easier in that he no longer had to 
evaluate on numerous criteria: it was either same-or-dif f erent , and he 
could pay more attention to his recording of data. 

The minor problem was that the terms Speaker and Listener were no 
longer applicable since the Listener v^^as saying as much as the Speaker. 
>We termed the two new roles: Communicator A and Communicator B. 

The major problem w'as how to Insure when B was to repeat, so that he 
was faced with a tasl^-of relatively fixed difflcutty. Obviously, A could 
not reconstitute lectures from his Lecture notes since the lengths of 
sentences varied drastically. The solution was to defi.ie a Basic " Sentence 



(and these had to be defined) and a total of 10 words plus or Tninus 2. 



A Basic Sentence was defined as consisting of three 




Conimunica tur A would prepare a Technical. Woi-'d List before lie participated 

in his iirst Inle i Li^ibi I ity Perf oi'inance Program. When he served in 

the roLe oi A, he would Look down at has list, sel^ected 3 words, and 

compose a Basic Sentence. 13 w'ould then say 'IIM imi'^ to indicate that he 

did not think he. could repeat' the Basic Sentence, or 'TIM uni ^ words'^'to 

indicate that it was not a 5- ID word sentence, or 'Tim urn, technical words" 

to indicate that tlie sentence did not contain at least 3 vs/ords that were 
I 

technical to him, or he had to repeat the Basic Sentence, The EvaLuator 
then compared the two in terms oi .their having exactly the same words 
and exactly the same modulation on the variable being worked on and a.l.J, 
previously vvorked on variables. As Evaluator he could also say 'TIM imi , 
words'' or 'TiM lun , technical words," or he could say 'TIM urn" to mean the 
sentences produced were different in either words ■ or variable manipulation 
or'iie v\/ould record one success. 

Since the communication of A was no longer a \ecture interrupted 
with "Hm urn," there was no reason to retain the 5-minute -without- 'TIM um'^ 
criterion established for each of the intelligibility variables. This 
had been an unsatisfactory criterion in that some of the learners tended 
to pause for 10-lS seconds occasiont^lly , and they were actually producing 
fewer opportunities for 'TS'l urn" than w-ere other Learners. The decision, 
therefore, was to change the criterion to number of Basic Sentences 
produced in a row without any kind of 'TIM imi" being said. The longer 
they paused, the more they would be robbing themselves of the opportuni- 
ty for progress toward exemption. 

These modifications of the Intelligibility Performance Program 
went through several revisions until it was demonstrated that learners 
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not only eiiipLoycci natioiiat. speech-communi.oaL\lon but were; being exeinp"^'<-*ci . 
And revisions wei^e made until Evaluators eoul.d record data reliably. 
As predicted ,^ tlic Learning ( uiie required in (:he- i ute I l igibility Conii)e- 
tence Programs was reduced, and the l"inie required to reach erit-erion uu 
any inteiiigibi 1. j.ty variable of iO-in-a-row was less (.-han that required 
for the previous ' inteiiigibi 1-ity criL-ericpi of S minutes without .'Wl lun.'' 

In observing the operation of the Terminal PerfornBnce Program, we 
decided that tlie criticai operation being required of iearners was to 
aslv and ansv\?er questions rapidly, and cioarJ.y. The Terni^^al Performance 
variables were ail reiated to the predictability of the question. The 
variables that were identified and their relative difficulty from easiest 
to most difficult were questions requiring confirmation or negation, 
questions requiring restatement in more or fewer words, questions re- 
quiring restatement in more abstract or more specific words, and questions 
that were any one of these as selected as most appropriate by the 
questioner (Communicator B) . . • '. 

It was decided , t lieref oxe , to revise L'he Terminal Perf or.'.iance 
Program by having leai;ners work on each of these variables separately, 
by continuing the inteJ. ligibility roles of A, B and Evaluator, by con- 
tinuing the production by A of Basic Sentences, and .^y terming the 
variables: confirmation, negation, elaboration , condensation , summari- 
zation, specif ication , and prediction, and by terming tlie new programs . 
Style Competence and Style Performance. 

These modifications resulted from. several revisions until, finally , 
learners could produce questions readily in the role of B and answer 
them appropriately and quickly in the role of A, and an appropriate 



criterion Ici've.l was i ouiid at which leai'ners vvouLd be expemtecl with least 
per J ormar,.ce tiine. Tlie criterion that finally evolved vvas ID question- 
ansv\'er liits without a '^llin urn" irom B or the Evaluator. 

• As these major revisi on^ began to exempt Learners, il was lound that 
more iearners , ajoout S ui; every 10, were being exempted on their iirst 
appearance before an EB after completing the tvvo programs, that th^fs 
propoi'tion vvas not reduced by shunting Learners into an EB v\'ithout a- 
Practice EB , and that '^the Learners vvbo were being rcsetected could not 
be exempted with recycting through either the Irte L Ligibi Lity or the 
Style Performance Programs . The reduced staff now spent almost its 
entire time- with the 20 percent of reselected Learners, in a search i (Jr 
variables characteristic of the new popuJation. These sessions were • 
called Practice EB ' s but, because of the reduced staff size, consisted of 
only one professor on the S-CC staff. 

In summary 5 then, the Learner Managed System for Intelligibi Lity and 
Style: 

(L) involved learners se Lected • f or* or exempted frorr training by ex- 
ternal EB • s ; 

(2) employed learners to render social reinforcement, under the 
supervision of another learner,'' to other learners who produced Basic 
Sentences while working: 

(a) on a separate speech-communication task for each intelli- 
gibility variable; 

(b) on a -separate speech-comrnunication task for each style 
variable; 

(3) exempted 8 of. every LO Learners who had been selected; 



(M) exenipted aimosL Jione* ol tJio rcsuU'cted lenA^jiers alter recycl. i.n^ 
oaeh through a vari.abLu uji- which siib-enM' tcriuji jJcwM. unnajiee ■ svemocJ ..l-o have 
hucn achieved: 

exenipl-ed all recycled Learners a lier coiis i.dei^ab 1 e socLa). rei.Ji- 
lorcemeiit was j>i'()v ided by one pi'olesbor on a Pract ice EB . 

As beiore, once the popn! atioii resel ccted learnez's had been iso- 
lated J rom al.i other leaiMiers in a situatJon re qiri. ring them l:o coinmun.i.cate 
with prolessors, Lhe abnoriiial. but' uoiiiin»)n charaeteris tries oi those Leai'ners 
were able to be divined sinipLy by joos Lng \a]\i.OL.is tasks and seeing what -.res 
ponses tended generally to occur. In the i.'ase oi learners with well 
above criterion intel liglbilii^y and sLyl.e, [he search, as beiore, was ior 
some rigidity or lack oi ielxibitity in some type or types oi real.-tinie 
speech-commLUi.icat ion . 

Since we could not think ol any vai^Lables that occurred vv/ithin speech 
communication situations to try them on, \^'e decided to begin wittj con- 
fronting them with various kinds of speech-communication situations. We 
gave them line dravs/ings in whicli, in one situation, they were to tutor 
and be tutored and, in another, to intervievv and be interviewed. The out- 
comes vvere that each learner couid tunction ef i ect Lvel.y in one pax^ticu l.ar 
role but ineffectively in nearly ai.L others, and that there was not a 
particular role in which more of them excetiod. It was as if each icarner 
had a style of communicating that he had learned, and he tried to make 
that style work in situations for which it vvas quite inappropriate". The 

next thing was to check how vs^ell learners wlio had not been reselected 

1 

could perform in these roles upon completing the style programs. The 

I . 

result was that all of them could perform better than our reselected 

1 

learners. 



- J7~ 



Wc t liuJi bL'!J;an a inajur ufii-irt t o idunt t ly Llie vaivLabLes oJ vajvi.oiis 
spc'ccjh-coiiimun.it^al ion tasks. ALtc^r duilljet'ai'ji on and Iriai aiici cimuh: 

vv i.l h liiesG resc I ee:l Gtl 1 uarneivs , t yP<-'S (hi* spooch-coniniunlcat ion situations 
and the' vaj'iab.Ujs involved bcu^ra^i cluanl.y to eniur^e' (ci . '^A Reiutablo 
Tn.xonojDv ot Dyads''). 

Thu s.i t Liat .i ons wu idenLLfiod as invo I v:i.nfj; nuuiipul.alion oi the saiiie> 
varJabi.us d i if cm^cuL 1 y v\'ero iulorj.als., interviews and interchanges, and 
the variables were terhied enLTopy 0^^^^^' eacli typo of contract was prop(,)sed 
by the seeker oi the dyad) , hai'nio]iy (how each type of proposed cojiti^act 
\\'as l.inai ly ne^j^ot i atecl by tlie respondent) and .stab.i. l.ity (liow l!ie resul.ting 
contract was iuMilted)'. 

A Competence Program vvas \vritten in which verbal information was 
distributed to the two fearners. These tasks proved so difficult for 
these fearners to perfurm that a seai'ch was begun for a way of simp l.ifyiny 
them. The decision was to make the information as simple as .possibf e , 
mere binary information. We therefore provided them with. zeros and ones, 
with the tiitoria.1 task being lor A to enabfe B to locate aft errors on 
B^s list lA^ithin I minute, with the interview tasks beiiig for A to inter- 
view B to discover aft numbers missing from A^s fist within one minute, 
and with tlie interchange task being for both A and B to combine their 
partiaf fists to discover a pattern to tlieir sequence of numbers within 
one mmuto , 

It was found that, again, {diese resefected learners took a great' 
amount of time to team to perforn. these different types of tasks, but 
they took mucli less time with binary information than they had required 
vs/itli veruaf inf o]"ination and ^ when they vjent on to verbal information 



a.l. L"L'i' nuiiiur.Lc.'a I Lni oviua L .Ldii , L liuy^,pcM.vL(jiiMiiL'cl vei'ha I in 1 ui'iiia L i uii t asks 
laaler Llian did l.uariiLM.'s who liad nol bcuii i/uae 1 ucM ud ijut iiad comp I u l ud 
bolli Idio liiL G I ' j g.i b J I It y and SLylu Pei^ioniiancH.' Pinj'^rafns . 

All that retina. Liiud ; then, \vas ttj wrlLu and i'utlno wllal vvas iLMMuod 
the Stratogy CuiDpL'tuiu.'L' Pt.'0|j;rain , and tlicMi lu J. iiid out 11 I'cse I ucH ed 
IcuuMiui'S colli d oxil^ allL'i' i'C'ach.i.nj.j; cim t:L' ria- on [-hu Style l\.o.d uiMiianccj 
Projj^rain. The ur LtcMvLon u'as c:oiiip l.u I ton ol unu i.:yc I u oJ each task in loss 
than one intnute on any tvpe ol task wlT.i.ch involved in 1. uiMiia L that had 
not been worked on x^i'^'^^i^^i^ I y • ^ The learnei' lmjIcs tor A, H and hvai.ualor 
were contlnned, buL Basic Sentences W'cre now- replaced intoriiiat .ion 

dlstribuled by tiie CvaLnatoi' who also recorded data and reset the t.i.nier 
for each cycle. And lor the tli'st time w-e had 1 nund a ral.i.onal:e tor; 
deciding whethei^ each variable shouUl be worked on separatel y or a 1. ! 
variables worked on simultaneously wltliln a speech-communication task 
other than our own ignoi^anc'e about variahJ.es or difficulty of variable 
identification due to ntuiiber of variables. We would have them work on 
all variables simultaneously since the variables had to be manipulated 
differently to perform each task within the one -minute criterion. 

Tlie reselecteci learners worked t]irouy;h t.lie new Strategy Performance 
Program and appeared again before an EB . Almost all of them were exempted. 

The next test was wlietlier the other learners w-ould benefit Irom. 
taking the Strategy Performance Program. All learners were then required 
to complete the Strategy Performance i^-^ograjii before they appeai'ed before 
an EB. The resuJt wa.; that every tearrier tended to exit with higher 
ratings. Wliere the exempt criterion .was a 3-rater sum of 11 or more, and 
the average learner had previously exempted With a sum of L3~1B, now only 



wc'i'u almost [nvaj'iably 17-^1 . 

The i-1 purcciif oi all Icjai.'jiut's Uial wurc bcjjjijj, j'U.se I uiMcd v;unj 
clearly (j! ojie part iuii 1 ar t ypu . Tl was oa.sy to watch ( hcin pcrlorMi i.n.'hMc 
an Eji and sec vMiat^ Ihci.i' pi^jb Lcm was. Tliuy eMU'crcd The roon) /iivlx\va rd } y ^ 
UL^ Lhey kept tliuij' backs L Ihe prof ess<:)rs , ov Ihoy ia,ilccj\[<) Icok a( 
[ hu pi'uJcssMi's uhLLI Ldic qucs [-.Lonijig had bc.u;uii^ oi; lhey sat dcivii \'.\[\\ 
jjoor posl.urc, or t huy clhcrw i.se gave si^-';jials non- verba I I y but clearly iliai 
(hey were tu be selected ioi:* trainiaig beiJi'e they evoi' spolvc a word.^.^^ Ac- 
cordtngl.y, they were coached with social reiniorcement on Iujw lo apj^mach 
speech-coiiimuji.i-cation situatiojis and then they appeared beJ oi'e an VA\ . 
The shii't in ralings was phenoiiienaJ, , trom a selected, sum oi -^.i-IO Llujy 
were exempted with a sum oi 1.7^^1. 

The only major job that remained for the S-CC staf.r was to I'el ine 
the programs to make them as short and as cleai' as possible, and to pul)- 
Lish the results. But one more goal was yet to be achieved. 

Although the S-CC professional staff either returned to regulai^ 
faculty -assignments or vv^orked on program x-^evision, the regul ai' j'acn I Ly 
were still serving on EB^s, and this at a time wlien the members of the 
S-CC staff were neither' serving on EB^s nor performing menial, and i-ont ine 
chores. Since the Strategy Performance tasks had so clear l.y diilcrent..i- 
ated se Lectees .f roiii exemptees , it: vvas decided to structure a test' c(jm.posec 
of such tasks involving verbal, information using minimal pairs such as 
day and they , vvith tesL'ees seated in two rows facing each other. After 
each round one row shifted so that each testee coinpl.eted eac:h task with 
j-M different testees. These tasks were tlien scored in terms of how many 



(lilferent types" oi tasks a Lcsleu cou l.cl pcM.vlDrin irl the average 
student ' s I eve 1 . » 

Wlien t:h.e .first and laireJIned version ui. this LosC'was adnun.i.s lered 
tu '17 studeirt's whcj also appealed be lore IJJi's, It pi'i^dieted theLi' siiiii^iecl 
ratings with a eorretaticjn ui Sevei'al later, versions o.l t:h.is .iji- 

strunieht are in the process oj being L-ested Loj' val.idity. Although it 
is too early to dctGriiiine cle^'rly, the i^esuLts seems' to be that the 
instnunent selects alniost all students who v\'ould be selected by I'.B's 
and, in addition, selects nearly all f ore.i gn 3 tudent s , persons^ w. it h 
liearing losses who can read pi^olessors' lips u'ithout being detected, and 
persons v^ho can really "come on strongV, in cor tain situations such as 
the voluble intellectual v\'ho can tutor and interview but who cannot be 
tutored^ be interviewed or sliare in interchanges as well as .even tlie 
average college student . 

It vvas decided by ttie external committee that controlled the selec- 
tion-exemption process, the Speech-Communication Proficiency Committee, 
that in these cases perhaps we could assume that the instrument was a 
more valid predictor ol students' behaviors than a group of three pro- 
lessors in an interview. Accordingly, the refined t'e:st was adopted lor 
the spring semea^ter ol .I961j-7U as the instrument' Jor select ion for train- 
ing. Since about 97 percent of all learners completing training couJd be 
exempted J it was further decided .not to have them appear before EB's nor 
to repeat the test. 

In -surnmary 5 then, the Learner Managed System for Intelligibility, 
Sty.le and Strategy: 



-Mi- 

\ 

(I) i lu'o 1 1 uaf'iiL' yelijcifc'd \ nr c'XL'iupl t.^cj ti\)ii] ti\:i in i ri;a by u 

vat i.dafucl clyuciiu pi'al iuiciicy cxaiiu" nn I i nii : ^"""A 

(^u] CMii])ioyL'cl IcaniurH lo !.'LMul(;r s<fci.ul fu.M* ii t <MHMjii)L'iit lo uMu.m.' 
lt'ai:Uiw<rs uncle!' IIil' supcrv i sitjii ^.A: anolliur 1 uui^iil' r : 

(a) oil ii cSL'|)arar(..' Hpo'..'L:h-ruir;iuiii i r^al i on ( abk .ioi^ oaoh iriluli-i- 

\).\. I .i.l V vaivi a b h.' : 

(b) on a separat'o spcjcc]a-ooiiuiiLULLc:al- ia}n^ task ior uacii sIvIl'- 
V ui I M a b 1 L' : 

' (o) on a set. oJ spL-uoh-coinniunicat .i on ^asl^s in ^liJcjb vajMaljles 

nuisL' have d ; 1 .1 LTcnl values to pi^uduce o to riuii pe lvI oi.'inaju 'e 
on each . I ype o 1 t ask : ' 
(3) e\'empled porccnl of al. L' learners vvho had been seleoL-ed: 

exc'Tipted al.L' reselecLed learners alter soeial, j^einioi'ceiiieirL vvas 
P^^ovided by a professional, on' non-verbaL ijehaviors prodiK^Lni^j,- lack ol oon- 
fidenee prior to speech. 

A f low chart of the entire- sys Lein is shovvai in F.igure 1, and a hi^-^liiy 
abbreviated flou' chart of hovv' t!iis systpin evolved is shown in. Figure 2. 
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